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Abstract 

The purpose of this study is to investigate relationships between students’ engagement versus disaffection 
and their perceptions of teachers’ motivational support styles. To do this a hypothesized structural model 
specifying the direct relationships of students’ engagement and their perceptions of teachers’ motivational 
support is used. The model, covers students’ motivational regulations, as mediator variables, between students’ 
engagement and their perceptions of teachers’ motivational support styles, that is tested. Participants are 276 
ninth grade high school students (148 girls and 126 boys). Data are collected by the "Effective Participation 
Scale,” "Motivational Regulation Scale,” and "Teachers’ Motivational Support Scale.” The fit statistics indicate 
that the research model provides a reasonably good fit to the data [x 2 = 74.62, df= 38, p = .00, RM5EA = .086, RMR 
= .05, CFI = .96, GFI = .90, AGFI = .92, NFI = .91, NNFI = .91). Chi-square to degrees of freedom ratio x 2 /df = 1.96 
is satisfactory. The study indicates that motivational support provided by teachers has effect on the students’ 
motivation orientation and active class participation. 

Keywords: Engagement • Disaffection • Self-determination • Teacher support • Autonomous motivation • 
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Instead of minimizing the in-class role of 
the teacher, student centered approaches to 
the learning-teaching process and increasing 
technological support have drawn attention to the 
importance of teachers professional roles. Teachers 
who design and apply teaching techniques play 
an important role in the motivation and class 
participation of the students. Before examining 
teachers’ effects on engagement and motivation, it 
is necessary to consider these concepts. 

Together, with the emphasis on the active role of 
the learner in the learning process, the concept of 
engagement and -its opposite disaffection appear as 
key ideas in many theories and studies. Engagement 
and disaffection, determine the intensity and quality 
of participation when beginning and continuing the 
learning activities of students (Skinner, Wellborn, 
8c Connell, 1990). Students’ active participation in 
the class is basically related to their engagement to 
learning. 

The engagement concept defines the initiation of 
motivated action as well as the continuation of 
action in spite of obstacles and difficulties (Skinner, 
Kindermann, Connell, 8c Wellborn, 2009). Students’ 
engagement in lessons involves two dimensions: 
the behavioral and emotional dimensions. The 
behavioral dimension of engagement, involves 
effort, attention, and concentration during the act 
of learning. Engagement within the behavioral 
dimension may be defined as conducting the learning 
activity and class participation (Skinner 8c Belmont, 
1993). The emotional dimension of engagement 
reflects positive emotions such as enthusiasm, 
interest, and enjoyment experienced during 
learning. Although the opposite of engagement is 
lack of engagement, which defined as the absence 
of effort and determination, the term “disaffection” 
is used. The reason for this is that, in addition to the 
lack of engagement, disaffection involves mechanical 
participation where there is no mental participation 
and attention. Furthermore, disaffection includes 
negative emotional elements such as boredom, 
anxiety, and frustration (Skinner et aL, 2009). 

Engagement is an important factor concerning 
students’ actions. Studies have indicated that 
engagement is a strong predictor of student success 
and behavior. Research has found that engagement 
protects students from risk-involving behavior 
in the learning environment (Skinner, Furrer, 
Marchand, & Kindermann, 2008). Students who 
are engaged during learning achieve better grades 
as compared with the less-engaged students and 
are less likely to drop out. In contrast, disaffected 
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students face many risks such as disrupting the 
class and dropping out (Furrer 8c Skinner, 2003). 

Engagement emerges as a product of motivation. 
Motivation is an inner power compels an individual 
to reach a goal and that strengthens, and directs the 
individual’s behaviors (Ba^aran, 1982). Motivation 
is a highly complex concept. Ryan and Deci (2000) 
indicate that humans are not only motivated at 
different levels, but that their motivation orientations 
are different. There can be different attitudes 
and goals behind the motivations of individuals 
demonstrating the same action. For instance, the 
student completing the learning task assigned in 
class may be acting in order to achieve a reward or to 
avoid a punishment given by the teacher. In this case, 
the individual’s motivation orientation is external. 
The student has no option but perform the task at 
hand. However, there are times when the pressure 
directing the student to perform the task does not 
come externally. The student may also complete 
the task for reasons such as avoiding a feeling of 
guilt, coping with shame and anxiety, or achieving 
positive emotions, such as pride and relaxation. This 
motivation orientation is referred to as “introjected.” 
Although the student may be carrying out the task 
in order to avoid their own negative emotions, 
this orientation is also external as these emotions 
are external and the student has no option but to 
perform the task (Ryan 8c Deci, 2000). 

If the student is performing the task because they 
take pleasure in doing so, the motivation orientation 
is internal, and the motivation type is referred to as 
intrinsic motivation. Intrinsic motivation refers to 
the enactment of the activity for its own sake (i.e., for 
excitement, enjoyment, and interest that is inherent 
to the learning itself) (Vansteenkiste, Sierens, 
Soenens, Luyckx, 8c Lens, 2009). In such cases, 
the student demonstrates a totally volitional and 
autonomous participation to the activity. Although 
of external origin, another motivation orientation, 
where the student participates in the activity his 
or her choice instead of being pressured to do so, 
is referred to as identification or well, internalized 
extrinsic motivation. Here the reason that the 
student performs the activity is that it serves another 
purpose that is important to them. The student 
regards the work as a means to their personal goals, 
while still feeling autonomy psychologically. 

In summary, according to the self-determination 
theory, individuals’ motivation conditions are 
positioned on a continuum extending from the 
highest autonomously decided motivation to 
controlled motivation (Vansteenkiste et aL, 2009). 
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Figure 1: Motivational regulation of students. 

Autonomous motivation comprises intrinsic 
motivation and autonomously decided external 
motivation (identification). Controlled motivation, 
however, comprises introjected external motivation 
and external motivation. Autonomous motivation is 
related to cognitive and affective elements, such as the 
use of metacognition strategies in the learning process, 
effort, and persistence (Vansteenkiste et al., 2009). 
There is a positive correlation between autonomous 
motivation and success. Controlled motivation, on the 
other hand, is related with anxiety, failure in focusing, 
time management problems and underachievement 
(Vansteenkiste et al., 2009). Students that approach 
the course with controlled motivation have difficulty 
in engagement to the course. 

Accordingly, the intrinsic motivation of the students 
must be targeted. If the student is motivated when 
the activity itself is interesting or engagement 
of the activity is reward, the question of “what is 
it that makes the activity interesting” must be 
answered. Setting out from the starting point that 
psychological impulses lie behind human behavior, 
Ryan and Deci (2000) respond to this question by 
claiming that activity assists in meeting humans’ 
basic needs. Based on self-determination theory, 
Deci and Ryan (1987), indicate that humans have 
three basic needs: autonomy, competence, and 
relatedness. Humans are motivated to the extent 
that these needs are met. 

Considering this within the context of school, 
competence is the students’ need to understand their 
tasks at school. The need for relatedness expresses the 
student’s needs for belongingness, personal support, 
and security in their relationships at school. The 
need for autonomy, however, may be defined as the 
students’ need for space to decide on the beginning, 
maintenance, and reorientation of activities at school 
(Connell, 1990 as cited in Stefanou, Perencevich, 
DiCintio, & Turner, 2004). Without doubt, the most 
important role in meeting the student’s psychological 
needs in class belongs to the teacher(s). 

Teachers, whose student motivation effect in class 
determines the reward structure and regulates 
the learning activities, plays an important role in 
student motivation not only through modeling, 
guidance, or expectations (Good & Brophy, 1987), 
but also in meeting students’ need for relatedness, 
competence, and autonomy. Although there is 
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much research on the correlation between teachers’ 
behavior and students’ motivation, recent studies 
examining the effects of teachers’ meeting the 
students’ needs within the framework of the self- 
determination theory have attracted attention. 
Accordingly, how teachers ensure support for 
relatedness, competence, and autonomy is 
examined together with its effects. 

The human need for relatedness is emphasized 
by many theories. The need for forming 
relationships with others, dependence, acceptance, 
belongingness, and trust in relationships, is native 
to humans. Having positive relationships, especially 
in the face of a difficulty, is seen as an important 
motivational source for the student’s persistence, 
flexibility, and constructive actions (Furrer & 
Skinner, 2003). The student’s relations with their 
teachers especially affect emotional engagement. 
Students that believe their teachers accept them 
and think they are valuable, feel more comfortable, 
are happier in class, and feel happy in participating 
in class activities. In contrast, students who believe 
that their teachers do not care for them and ignore 
them generally feel unhappy, angry, and bored 
during learning activities (Furrer & Skinner, 2003). 
Research shows that the quality of teacher-student 
relationships is related to learning products such 
as achievement, effort, engagement, task-goal 
orientation, and self-efficacy (Lynch & Cicchetti, 
1997; Midgley, Feldlauffer, & Eccles, 1989; Ryan, 
Stiller, & Lynch, 1994). 

The students’ need for competence can be met to the 
extent that the knowledge necessary for achieving 
goals is present. For this reason, the student’s sense 
of competence is to a great extent connected with 
the structure built by the teacher. Classes where 
expectations are clearly defined and are consistently 
maintained ensure a sense of competence in 
students. When students know how to complete 
learning tasks, how to achieve goals, and what is 
expected of them in class, they are able to regulate 
their behaviors accordingly (Sierens, Vansteenkiste, 
Goossens, Soenens, & Dochy, 2009). In classes 
where the teacher arranges the class structure in 
a manner that supports the students’ perception 
of competence, engagement is high (Tucker et al., 
2002) and self-regulated learning strategies are more 
widely employed (Sierens et al., 2009). 
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Autonomy is defined as an individuals freedom to 
determine his or her own behavior. Teachers who 
support students autonomy offer students a wide 
range of choices in matters such as teaching tasks, 
materials, and whom they should work with, thus 
making an effort to eliminate external control devices. 
Teachers that support autonomy encourage students 
in reflecting their own perspective to the class and 
avoid controlling language. Research shows that there 
is a high correlation between student motivation and 
teachers’ autonomy support; a teachers support of 
autonomy increases the interest in learning and self- 
regulated learning, it decreases anxiety about grades, 
and improves time management and concentration 
(Assor, Kaplan, & Roth, 2002; Benita, Roth, & Deci, 
2014; Black & Deci, 2000; Deci, Schwartz, Sheinman, 
& Ryan, 1981; Sierens, et al., 2009; Vansteenkiste, 
Zhou, Lens, & Soenens, 2005). 

Accordingly, it is important to examine the 
effect that the motivational support the teacher 
gives the student has on student motivation and 
participation. This study should be practical in 
helping teachers and teacher educators set a positive 
context in the classroom to increase student 
engagement. Even though different studies have 
shown relations between these variables there is a 
need to examine the whole theoretical frame. Few 
studies have been tested with teacher-support of the 
effects on engagement versus disaffection (Skinner 


et al., 2008). The current study may provide more 
data about perceived teacher motivational support 
on perceived engagement versus disaffection. 
Furthermore, this study may fill the gap of not 
having tested the effects of students’ motivational 
regulations between perceived teacher motivational 
engagement versus disaffection. The purpose of 
the study is to investigate relationships between 
students’ engagement and their perceptions of 
teachers’ motivational support style. To do this a 
hypothesized structural model, which specifies the 
direct relationships of students’ engagement and 
their perceptions of teachers’ motivational support, 
and students’ motivational regulations as mediator 
variables between students’ engagement and their 
perceptions of teachers’ motivational support style 
is developed to be tested. Based on the theoretical 
notions and model described above, this research 
was designed to address the following hypotheses: 

HI: Students’ perceptions of teachers’ 

motivational support style will be positively 
related to the autonomous motivation of 
students. 

H2: Students’ perceptions of teachers’ 

motivational support style will be negatively 
related to the controlling motivation of students. 

H3: Students’ perceptions of teachers’ 

motivational support style will be positively 
related to the students’ engagement. 



Figure 2: The theoretical model of the relationship of teachers’ motivational support style with engagement versus disaffection. 
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H4: Students’ perceptions of teachers’ 

motivational support style will be negatively 
related to the students’ disaffection. 

H5: Students’ autonomous motivation will be 
positively related to the students’ engagement. 

H6: Students’ controlling motivation will be 
positively related to the students’ disaffection. 

H7: The relationship between students’ 

perceptions of teachers’ motivational support 
style and students’ engagement will be moderated 
by students’ autonomous motivation. 

H8: The relationship between students’ 

perceptions of teachers’ motivational support 
style and students’ disaffection will be moderated 
by students’ controlled motivation. 

Methods 

The hypothesized structural equation model is 
developed as a theoretical basis for explaining 
students’ engagement and disaffection that is 
related to perceived teachers’ motivation styles 
(Figure 2). The model identifies direct predictive 
power of independent variables (perceived 
teachers’ motivational styles) on the dependent 
variables (students’ motivational regulation and 
their engagement versus disaffection). This study 
also investigates the indirect predictive powers of 
independent variables on students’ motivational 
regulation through perceived engagement versus 
disaffection. 

Participants 

The research population consists of 690 ninth 
grade high school students who are attending five 
public Anatolia high schools in the Canakkale 
central districts. Stratified sampling is applied; two 
classrooms are randomly selected from each school. 
The students of each classroom are accepted as 
participants of the study. Sample size is determined 
according to criteria designated at a 95% confidence 
level (Biiyukoztiirk, (^akmak, Akgiin, Karadeniz, & 
Demirel, 2011). Participants are 276 ninth grade 
high school students (148 girls and 126 boys) 
with a mean age of 14.8 years (SD = .41). Different 
teachers teach each class. Students respond to 
the research instruments during their regular 
geography class hours under the supervision of the 
researcher and school counselors. The reasons this 
research is conducted during geography courses 
are: (1) this course is compulsory for 9 th grade, 


(2) the ninth grade geography course is of interest 
both to students interested in science and those 
interested in social sciences, and (3) the scales must 
be completed with respect to a certain course. 

Instruments 

Teachers’ Motivational Support Scale: The 

Teachers’ Motivational Support Scale is a 24- 
item Likert-type scale that measures students’ 
perceptions of their teachers’ motivational support 
behaviors with items adopted from various scales, it 
is used more specifically to assess teachers’ support 
of autonomy, competence, and relatedness (Alfi, 
Assor, & Katz, 2004; Assor et al., 2002; Reddy, 
Rhodes, & Mulhall, 2003; Reeve & Jang, 2006; 
Reeve, Jang, Carrell, Jeon, & Barch, 2004; Skinner 
8c Belmont, 1993). The 51-item preliminary test 
of the scale is applied to 224 high school students 
as a pilot study. Items from the factor load that 
are under 40 after the exploratory factor analysis 
are left out of the scale. It is seen that the scale 
consists of three sub-dimensions: competence, 
autonomy, and relatedness support. The teacher 
competence support sub-dimension consists of 
12 items. This is for the purpose of determining 
how the students perceive the teacher’s support in 
terms of support (the teacher shows me how to 
solve the problems), contingency (I cannot know 
how the teacher will treat me), expectation (the 
teacher clearly expresses what they expect from me 
in class), and encouragement (the teacher makes 
an effort to convince me that I can overcome the 
most difficult tasks). The autonomy support sub¬ 
dimension has 6 items; it aims to determine the 
students’ perceptions with respect to the teacher’s 
support regarding offering options (the teacher 
offers many options as to how I will perform my 
tasks) and control (the teacher explains how I will 
use what I have learned). The relatedness support 
sub-dimension examines students’ perceptions 
of teachers with respect to warmth (the teacher’s 
speech and behavior are sincere) and care (the 
teacher spares time for me). The scale is a four- 
point Likert scale. The items are answered using 
options that range from “Not at all true = 1” to 
“Very true = 4.” Four items are expressed negatively 
in the scale, and are graded by reverse coding. The 
scale’s reliability coefficients are computed as .89 
for competence support, .90 for autonomy support, 
.83 for relatedness support, and .94 for the entire 
scale. The results of the verifying factor analysis 
for the scale’s study group indicate that the three 
sub-dimensions structure proposed for the scale is 
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suitable. The fit statistics indicate that the research 
model provides a reasonably good fit to the data (x 2 
= 473.39, df = 249, p = .00, RMSEA = .082, RMR = 
.051, CFI = .90, GFI = .87, AGFI = .87, NFI = .81). 
For the study group, Cronbachs alpha internal 
consistency coefficients of the sub-dimensions of 
the scale are .89 for competence support, .89 for 
autonomy support, .82 for relatedness support, and 
.94 for the entire scale. 

Motivational Regulation Scale: The Academic Self¬ 
regulation Scale is a scale developed for assessing the 
students’ reasons for studying on a certain course. 
While developing the scale, the Ryan and Connell 
(1989) scale adapted by Vansteenkiste et al. (2009) 
was used. The items of the Vansteenkiste scale have 
been translated into Turkish and transformed so as to 
determine the reasons for studying a certain course. 
Items determined based on the results of interviews 
held with Turkish students are added to these items. 
For the obtained scale, which consists of 20 items, a 
pilot study is conducted with the participatory group 
of 204 students. The exploratory factor analysis is 
applied after the pilot study to determine that the 
scale comprise four factors and contains 12 items. 
The factor loads of the scale vary between .82 and 
.37, and the Cronbachs alpha internal consistency 
coefficients of the sub-dimensions of the scale are .88 
for intrinsic motivation (I’m studying because the 
course is interesting), .71 for identified regulation 
(I’m studying because what I learn will be helpful 
for me in the future), .66 for interjected regulation 
(I’m studying because otherwise I will feel bad), and 
.68 for external regulation (I’m studying because 
I’m worrying that I’m about to fail). Based on the 
theoretical explanations, the intrinsic and identified 
regulation sub-dimensions are combined to define 
the autonomy motivation, and the introjected and 
external regulation sub-dimensions are combined to 
define controlled motivation. The scale’s Cronbachs 
alpha internal consistency coefficient is .86 for 
autonomy motivation and its Cronbachs alpha 
internal consistency coefficient is .72 for controlled 
motivation. The scale is a four-point Likert scale. 
The items are answered using options that range 
from “Not at all true = 1” to “Very true = 4.” 

The results of the verifying factor analysis for 
the scale’s study group indicate that the four sub- 
dimensions structure proposed for the scale 
is suitable. The fit statistics indicate that the 
research model provides a reasonably good fit 
to the data (^ 2 = 105.59, df = 48, p = .00, RMSEA 
= .074, RMR = .07, CFI = .93, GFI = .92, AGFI = 
.87, NFI = .88). Chi-square to degrees of freedom 


ratio X 2 /df = 1.96 is satisfactory. For the study 
group, the Cronbachs alpha internal consistency 
coefficients of the sub-dimensions of the scale 
are .88 for intrinsic motivation, .77 for identified 
regulation, .75 for introjected regulation, and .67 
for external regulation. The reliability coefficient 
for the autonomy motivation section is .89 and the 
reliability coefficient of the controlled motivation 
dimension is .73. 

Effective Participation: Effective Participation is 
a scale developed by the researcher to determine 
the students’ engagement and disaffection to tasks 
on a certain course. In addition to the items in 
the scale developed by Wellborn (1991), a scale 
form consisting of 35 items is created as a result 
of semi-structured interviews held with students. 
The preliminary test of the scale is conducted on 
260 high school students. The exploratory factor 
analysis reveals the fact that the scale consists of 
four factors and 16 items. The scale’s factor loads 
vary between .49 and .72. Four items of the scale 
measure behavioral engagement (When I’m in 
class, I volunteer for tasks if it’s needed in class.), 
four items measure emotional engagement (When 
I’m in class, I feel good.), four items measure 
behavioral disaffection (When I’m in the class, I try 
to act like I’m involved.), and four items measure 
emotional disaffection (I feel nervous when my 
teacher asks for something). The Cronbachs 
alpha internal consistency coefficients of the sub- 
dimensions of the scale are .78 for behavioral 
engagement, .79 for emotional engagement, .74 
for behavioral disaffection, and .74 for emotional 
disaffection. The scale’s Cronbachs alpha internal 
consistency coefficient is .81 for engagement and its 
Cronbachs alpha internal consistency coefficient is 
.77 for disaffection. The scale is a four-point Likert 
scale. The items are answered using options that 
range from “Not at all true = 1” to “Very true = 4.” 

The results of the verifying factor analysis for the 
scale’s study group indicate that the four sub¬ 
dimensions structure proposed for the scale is 
suitable. The fit statistics indicate that the research 
model provides a reasonably good fit to the data ()( 2 
= 74.62, df =38,p = .00, RMSEA = .086, RMR = .04, 
CFI = .96, GFI = .90, AGFI = .92, NFI = .91, NNFI 
= .91). Chi-square to degrees of freedom ratio X 2 !df 
= 1.96 is satisfactory. The Cronbachs alpha internal 
consistency coefficients of the sub-dimensions 
of the scale are .78 for behavioral engagement, 
.83 for emotional engagement, .71 for behavioral 
disaffection, and .69 for emotional disaffection. 
The scale’s Cronbachs alpha internal consistency 
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coefficient is .84 for engagement and its Cronbach’s 
alpha internal consistency coefficient is .81 for 
disaffection. 

Data Analysis 

As reported above, based on the results of the 
verifying confirmatory factor analysis of each 
scale, their structure is suitable for a research 
group. The measurement model that contains five 
latent variables and eleven observed variables is 
examined. Furthermore, the Pearson product- 
moment correlations coefficient is used to identify 
the relationships among variables. The theoretical 
model is tested using Lisrel 8.3 with maximum 
likelihood estimation. The Sobel test is used to test 
the significance of a mediation effect. 

Results 

The measurement model is examined by a 
confirmatory factor analysis prior to structural 
equation modeling. While teacher motivational 
support, autonomous motivation, controlled 
motivation, engagement, and disaffection are 
defined as latent variables, scores obtained 
from autonomy, competence, and relatedness 
subscales are defined as observed variables of 
teacher motivational support; scores obtained 
from intrinsic and identified regulation subscales 
are defined as observed variables of autonomous 
motivation; scores obtained from introjected 
and external regulation subscales are defined 
as observed variables of controlled motivation; 
scores obtained from behavioral and emotional 
engagement subscales are defined as observed 
variables of engagement; and scores obtained from 
behavioral and emotional disaffection subscales are 
defined as observed variables of disaffection. Thus, 
the measurement model is created by five latent 
variables and eleven observed variables. When the 
fit indexes are examined, the fit statistics indicate 


that the measurement model provides a reasonably 
good fit to the data {X 2 = 47.85, df = 34, p = .059, 
RMSEA = .038, RMR = .031, CFI = .99, GFI = .97, 
AGFI = .94, NFI = .97, NNFI = .99). Chi-square to 
degrees of freedom ratio X 2 /df= 1.40 is satisfactory. 

Before conducting the path model test, correlation 
sufficiency between related variables is examined. 
The results of the correlation analysis determine 
significant relationships between engagement versus 
disaffection and the related variables. As shown 
in Table 1, Pearsons correlation coefficients point 
out that engagement is positively associated with 
autonomous motivation (r = .66, p < .01), autonomy 
support (r = .64, p < .01) relatedness support of 
teacher (r = .60 p < .01), and competence support 
of teacher (r = -.57 p < .01). Pearsons correlation 
coefficients point out that students’ engagement is 
negatively associated with controlled motivation 
(r = .60 p < .01). On the other hand, disaffection is 
positively associated with controlled motivation (r = 
.49, p < .01). Furthermore, disaffection is negatively 
associated with autonomous motivation (r = -.58, 
p < .01), autonomy support (r = -.52, p < .01) 
relatedness support of teacher (r = -.40 p < .01), and 
competence support of teacher (r = -.39, p < .01). 

The correlation values obtained from the research 
results are found to be sufficient for the model 
test. After finding relational coefficients between 
research variables, the model test aims to explain 
that effective participation is conducted. As 
mentioned above the model, specifically looks at 
the direct relationships of students’ engagement 
versus disaffection and their perceptions of 
teachers’ motivational support, and students’ 
motivational regulations, as mediator variables, 
between students’ engagement versus disaffection 
and their perceptions of teachers’ motivational 
support style. 

The fit statistics indicate that the research model 
provides a reasonably good fit to the data (X 2 = 


Table 1 

Mean, Standard Deviations and Bivariate Correlations of Research Variables 


M 

SD 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

1. Relatedness 

14.92 

4.82 







2.Autonomy 

15.57 

5.03 

.IT* 






3. Competence 

31.14 

6.32 

.69** 

.75** 





4.Autonomous M. 

12.38 

3.92 

.44** 

.58** 

.49** 




5. Controlled M. 

15.42 

4.82 

-.15* 

-.29** 

-.19** 

-.45** 



6.Engagement 

21.68 

5.04 

.60** 

.64** 

.57** 

.66** 

-.38** 


7.Disaffection 

15.03 

5.05 

-.40** 

-.52** 

-.39** 

-.58** 

.49** 

-.68** 


*p < .05. **p < .01. 
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Figure 3: Path models for the relationship of teachers’ motivational support style with engagement and disaffection. 


74.62, df= 38, p = .00, RMSEA = .086, RMR = .05, 
CFI = .96, GFI = .90, AGFI = .92, NFI = .91, NNFI = 
.91). Chi-square to degrees of freedom ratio X 2 /df= 
1.96 is satisfactory. 

It is found that students’ perceptions of teachers’ 
motivational support are positively related to 
the autonomous motivation of students (/3 =.73; 
t = 8.04, p < .001), supporting hypothesis HI 
and their engagement (/J = .31; t = 1.97, p < .05), 
supporting H3. The students’ perceptions of 
teachers’ motivational support are negatively 
related to the controlling motivation of students 
(ft = -.46; t = -4.76, p < .001), supporting H2 and 
their disaffection (/3 = -.37; t = -4.56, p < .001) 
supporting H4. Standardized regression coefficients 
indicate that students’ perceptions of their teachers’ 
motivational support explained 53% of the variance 
in autonomous motivation and 21% of the variance 
of controlled motivation. Furthermore, students’ 
autonomous motivation is positively related to their 
engagement (fi = .71; t = 2.25, p < .05), supporting 
H5, and students’ controlling motivation is 
positively related to disaffection (ft = .60; t = 3.86, p 
< .001), supporting H6. 

The research results determine that the relationship 
between teachers’ motivational support and 
students’ engagement result from the indirect 
effect of autonomous motivation (tsobel = 2.13 
p < .05). This result indicates the contribution 
of autonomous motivation at significant levels 
as a mediatory variable to the model. Together, 


autonomous motivation and motivational 
support style perceptions explain 92% of the 
variance of students’ engagement. Therefore, H6 
is supported. Furthermore, the research results 
determine that the relationship between teachers’ 
motivational support and disaffection result from 
the indirect effect of controlled motivation (tsobel 
= 2.94 p < .05). Together, controlled motivation and 
motivational support style perceptions explain 70% 
of the variance of students’ disaffection. Therefore, 
engagement and disaffection are jointly determined 
by the indirect and direct influences of teachers’ 
motivational support style. 

Discussion 

In this study, a model examining the effects of 
students’ motivation orientation and teachers’ 
motivational support on students’ active 
participation in class is tested. The study reveals 
that motivational support provided by teachers 
has effects on the students’ motivation orientation 
and active class participation. The results of the 
present study are consistent with previous research 
findings: students who perceive the teacher’s 
motivational support positively are motivated 
autonomously (Assor et al., 2002; Bieg, Backes, & 
Mittag, 2011; Black & Deci, 2000; Goudas & Biddle, 
1994; Reeve, Bolt, & Cai, 1999; Roth, Assor, Kanat- 
Maymon, & Kaplan, 2007) and become engaged 
in the course (Jang, Revee, Ryan, & Kim, 2009). 
In contrast, students who perceive the teacher’s 
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support negatively become subject to controlled 
motivation and experience disaffection (Jang et al., 
2009; Ryan & Connell, 1989). 

The effect of teachers’ support to students’ autonomy, 
competence, and relatedness needs on students’ 
motivation must be examined from multiple 
perspectives. Primarily, it is seen that teachers’ 
motivational support affects autonomous motivation 
to a greater extent. However, teachers mostly 
feel powerless in affecting student motivation. In 
addition to studies indicating that teachers perceive 
motivation as a static student characteristic (Nespor, 
1987), there are also studies showing that they believe 
student motivation to be determined by factors out 
of their control (Patrick & Pintrich, 2001). Especially 
in high school, teachers are likely to believe that 
factors related to the student’s previous experience, 
the school, and their parents have a greater effect 
on the student’s motivation. Accordingly, the results 
of this study, as well as other studies, show that the 
effects that meeting students’ psychological needs 
have on autonomous motivation and engagement 
are in line with the self-determination theory. Thus, 
this gives teachers the message that “there is much 
you can do.” In fact, the important results of the self- 
determination theory in positively affecting student 
motivation are highly concrete and are achievable 
through teachers’ individual efforts. Undoubtedly, 
developing relationships with students, creating 
options to support their autonomy, and creating a 
consistent and supportive structure require a certain 
amount of effort. However, the positive change the 
teacher may create through their individual efforts 
makes this work meaningful. Studies indicate that 
training teachers in affecting students’ motivation 
cause change in a positive direction. There are studies 
that show that training teachers on student autonomy 
affects teachers’ support for autonomy and any 
change that occurs in the teacher from this training 
will be perceived by the students (Reeve, 1998; 
Reeve et al., 2004). Self-determination theory offers 
teachers concrete suggestions that can be executed 
individually. Therefore, it should also be considered 


that being trained on how teachers affect student 
motivation according to self-determination theory 
may have a positive effect on teachers’ perception 
of competence, which is known to be related with 
many teacher behaviors. The study indicates that a 
negative perception of teacher motivational support 
has an important impact on controlled motivation 
too. However, this effect is smaller compared 
with autonomous motivation. This may be due to 
the competitive and eliminative structure of our 
educational system. Thus, factors apart from teacher 
motivation style, which is especially effective on 
controlled motivation, need to be studied. 

Another result of the study is that it demonstrates 
again the correlations between autonomous 
motivation and engagement and between 
controlled motivation and disaffection. This result 
is consistent with other studies in the field (Jang et 
al., 2009; Ryan & Connell, 1989; Vallerand, 1997). 
What is important is not that a student performs 
a learning task, but under what motivational 
orientation they perform the task. The research 
shows positive correlations between engagement 
and academic success (Guthrie, Schafer, 8c Huang, 
2001) and a correlation between disaffection and 
negative outcomes, such as time management 
problems and anxiety. Accordingly, the basic 
product of motivation is seen as engagement. 

The results of the study emphasize the importance 
of teacher motivational support in class. It may be 
concluded that teachers and teacher trainers should 
be educated on how to meet students’ psychological 
needs in class. Furthermore, factors related to family, 
school, and class, which may have an effect on 
student motivational orientation, must be examined. 
Moreover, it can be concluded that studies based on 
learning and teaching processes with curriculum 
that concern the active class participation of students 
should be conducted in our country. 
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